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Status 
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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomnal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-7.9. 16-24 and 28-33 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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1 . This Office action is in response to the amendment filed 5/25/06. Claims 1.16, 
17, and 28 have been amended. Claims 8, 10-15, and 25-27 have been canceled. 
Claims 29-33 have been added. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 1 , 3, 5, 7, and 28-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kimmel at al in view of Farley [U.S. 6,950,016]. 

For claim 1 , the system taught by Kimmel includes the following claimed subject 
matter, as noted, 1) the status panels meet the claimed plurality of spaced apart 
monitoring systems (No. 206) located in remotely monitored sites having ports (No. 604) 
for communicating, via the Internet to a displaced monitoring apparatus, and 2) the 
claimed monitoring apparatus is met by either the host computer (No. 202), the remote 
computer (No. 204) or mobile computer (No. 208) each having ports for communicating, 
via the Internet with each of the monitored sites including software for accessing the 
status of at least one region (Col. 7, Lns. 8-30) being monitored by the panel. However, 
there is no mention of additional software for carrying out a walk test at a remote 
monitoring system. 

The walk through test system taught by Farley includes a communications 
channel between a control panel and a tester, preferably a wireless one. The obvious 
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advantage of this particular system is that a walk through test may be pertomied without 
disrupting the building occupants. This would be very important in a facility that does 
not have an unoccupied period. 

The system of Kimmel may very well be in a building that has no unoccupied 
period. The Fariey reference demonstrates that a walk through test may still be 
conducted without disrupting the occupants. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a silent walk 
through test for the purpose of minimizing inconvenience to the residents of the building. 

For claim 3 . the software of the numerous computers of Kimmel depicts the 
alarm status (Col. 5. Lns. 15-23) of a respective system. 

For claim 5 . Figure 9 of Kimmel depicts several requests to the security panel 
such as Health Status, Point Status, and Alarm status requests for the system to 
execute thereat. 

For claim 7 . the user at a Host or Remote computer can interact with a specified 
monitoring system substantially in real-time (Abstract) in evaluating an alarm status 
thereof. 

For claim 28 . the system taught by Kimmel includes the following claimed 
subject matter, as noted, 1) the claimed plurality of spaced apart monitoring systems is 
met by the status panels (No. 206) located in remotely monitored sites having ports (No. 
604) for communicating, via the Internet to a displaced monitoring apparatus, and 2) the 
claimed monitoring apparatus is met by either the host computer (No. 202), the remote 
computer (No. 204) or mobile computer (No. 208) each having ports for communicating. 
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via the Internet with each of the monitored sites including software for accessing the 
status of at least one region (Col. 7, Lns. 8-30) being monitored by the panel, and 3) the 
claimed wireless port is seen in Figure 12 wherein the security panel includes a wireless 
LAN hub (No. 302) for communicating with the computer network. However, there is no 
mention of a walk through test control screen or walk through test. 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons and rationale as is 
mentioned in the rejection of claim 1 above. 

For claim 29 , the system taught by Kimmel includes the following claimed 
subject matter, as noted, 1) the status panels meet the claimed plurality of spaced apart 
monitoring systems (No. 206) located in remotely monitored sites having ports (No. 604) 
for communicating, via the Internet to a displaced monitoring apparatus, and 2) the 
claimed monitoring apparatus is met by either the host computer (No. 202), the remote 
computer (No. 204) or mobile computer (No. 208) each having ports for communicating, 
via the Internet with each of the monitored sites including software for accessing the 
status of at least one region (Col. 7, Lns. 8-30) being monitored by the panel. However, 
there is no mention of conducting tests thereof. 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons and rationale as is 
mentioned in the rejection of claim 1 above. 

For claim 30 , the test presented by Farley is a walk test at a remote monitoring 
system. 

For claim 31 , the security panels and host computers of Kimmel communicate 
with and control a group of monitoring systems. 
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For claim 32 . both references communicate between monitoring units using a 
computer network. 

For claim 33 , the tests taught by Farley are walk tests at specified monitoring 
systems. 

4. Claims 2, 4, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kimmel at al in view of Farley as applied to claim 1 above and further in view of 
Naidoo et al. 

For claim 2 . the combination of Kimmel and Farley includes the claimed subject 
matter as discussed in the rejection of claim 1 above. However, there is no mention of 
modifying a parameter setting at a respective selected system. 

The security system taught by Naidoo presents a system for enabling a central 
station to verify in real-time whether an alarm signal is a false alarm, enabling remote 
users to access features of the station such as remote surveillance, and also enables 
both the users and the central station to activate the system and adjust remote alarm 
sensitivities. The monitoring personnel at the central station (No. 14) may determine 
whether an alarm is a false alarm and then inform the base station thereof where 
corrective action may take place. Also, the central station itself may either manually or 
automatically adjust settings in order to avoid future false alarms. 

As the Kimmel reference would benefit from a lesser amount of false alamris, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to include an adjustment of alarm sensitivities for the purpose of reducing such 
alarms in order to increase the reliability of the system. 

For claim 4 . the system of Naidoo adjusts the parameter of the setting in 
response to a false alarm of the selected monitoring system. 

For claim 9 . the system of Naidoo allows the sensitivity of alami parameters to be 
evaluated by the user. 

5. Claims 6, 16, 17, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kimmel et al in view of Farley and Foodman et al. 

For claim 6 . the combination of Kimmel and Farley includes the claimed subject 
matter as discussed in the rejection of claim 1 above. Although the system is able to 
select a specific location and alarm to be monitored, there is no mention of pre-assigned 
network identifiers. 

To use an account in which identifiers are stored by a central location is not new 
in the prior art. The Internet based security, fire and emergency ID and communication 
system taught by Foodman uses a website database to determine which central 
monitoring station services a specified subscriber. This reference is plain evidence that 
network identifiers have been used in emergency systems to positively identify which 
user and which central station sen/ices said user. 

The system of Kimmel requires that the host computer as well as remote 
computers identify and locate specified locations and sensors within that location. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to include networl^ identifiers for the purpose of tal<ing advantage of a common 
and well known identifying method. 

For claim 16 . the apparatus taught by Kimmel includes the following claimed 
subject matter, as noted, 1) the claimed software displaying status information relative 
to at least one selected system can be seen in Figures 1 and 8 wherein the status of a 
plurality of alarm sensors are displayed, and 2) the claimed software enabling an 
operator to select an ambient condition Is seen in Figure 9 where Health Status and 
Alarm status messages can be sent for execution to the security panel. However, there 
is no mention of displaying selectable identifiers for a plurality of displaced monitoring 
systems. 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons and rationale as is 
mentioned in the rejection of claim 6 above. Also, there is no mention of displaying a 
walk test control screen or a walk through test. 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons and rationale as is 
mentioned in the rejection of claim 1 above. 

For claim 17 . the apparatus of Kimmel communicates with the security panels 
using the Intemet. 

For claim 24 . the system of Foodman transmits video images for display at a 
website in real time. 
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6. Claims 18-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kimmel et al in view of Farley and Foodnnan et al as applied to claims 16 and 17 
above, and further in view of Naidoo et al. 

For claim 18 , the combination of references above includes the claimed subject 
matter as discussed in the rejections above. However, there is no mention of 
establishing an operator specified detector parameter to be forwarded via the Internet 
for installation at the detector. 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons and rationale as is 
mentioned in the rejection of claim 2 above. 

For claim 19 . the systems of Kimmel and Naidoo all include computers. These 
are considered sufficient for executing software. 

For claims 20 and 21 . as all computers contain memories using hard drives, 
disks, and other equipment, this is considered an obvious method to store and retrieve 
information relative to the monitoring systems. 

For claim 22 . the several Requests made by the host computer of Kimmel are 
transmitted to the security panel for execution thereat. 

For claim 23 . the system of Naidoo transmits data to be installed at a selected 
ambient condition detector, in this case the adjusting of sensitivity. 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set fortli in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Farley [U.S. 6,737,967] provides a method and system of walk through testing. 

9. Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John A. Tweel, Jr. whose telephone number is 571 272 
2969. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 10-6:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeff Hofsass can be reached on 571 272 2981. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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